Parliamentary Government in England
the League transcend the obligation to confront the
possible outcome of these grim contingencies? In the
quite special circumstance of this instance, is it not the
part of wisdom to avoid the risks involved in a warm-
hearted but wrong-headed League policy ?
I have taken, of course, an imaginary argument. But
it is, I think, easy to see how a Foreign Secretary con-
fronted with this persuasiveness can be induced to sub-
mit his general faith to the proposition that this is not-
the time to bring it to the test. He may have an uneasy
suspicion that he is wrong, that he is sacrificing the long
view to the short view. He may, above all, feel that he
would like to -hear the case against the departmental
recommendation put with the same cogency and per-
suasiveness. This is, I suggest, the case for the adaptation
to British practice of the custom traditional in French
politics of the minister bringing in with him, when he
succeeds to office, a small and intimate group of men of
his own party, or, at least, way of thought, in whose
knowledge of his departmental problems he has confi-
dence, and with whom he will feel able freely to discuss
them in an atmosphere wholly apart from that of the
official hierarchy. That relation has sometimes developed
in this country between the minister and his private
secretary—between Mr. Asquith and Sir Vaughan Nash,
for examples or, it is said, between Viscount Grey_ and
Lord Tyrrell. But the best example of the kind of adapta-
tion I have in mind is provided by Mr. Arthur Hender-
son's tenure of the Foreign Office. He went there, in
1929, with a fairly definite body of objectives in view,
and he was clear, in his own mind, about the way in
which he proposed to attain them. He knew, further,
that there was a substantial difference between his own
principles and those of the department over which he

